Civil Affairs in Peace Operations

by Lieutenant Colonel Jeffrey A. Jacobs, US Army Reserve

GIV\L AFFAIRS (CA) doctrine states that “the
CA mission is to support the commander’s re-
lationship with civil authoritiecs and civilian popu-
lace, promote mission legitimacy and enhance mili-
tary effectiveness.” In defining this mission, doc-
trine makes no distinction between combat and
peace operations.

Recent operations have taught us that the CA
mission is critical to the success of the overall mis-
sion, and that CA must be an integral part of both
combat operations and peace operations. However,
recent operations in Haiti and Bosnia have also
shown that although the CA mission is different for
both combat and peace operations, many command-
ers still do not fully understand how the CA mis-
sion should be accomplished in peacetime. This
article examines how CA forces should support
commanders during peace operations.

CA Supporting Missions

US Amy Field Manual 41-10, Civil Affairs Opera-
tions, identifies civil-military operations (CMO) as a
command and operational function. CA activities pro-
vide the commander with a tool to assist in CMO mis-
sion accomplishment. All CA activities fall under
the category of “support to CMO.” These activi-
ties include populace and resources control, hu-
manitarian assistance (HA), military civic action,
civil defense and support to civil administration.
Joint and Army CA doctrine identify that both CA
generalists and specialists may be required to sup-
port CMO based on the mission requirements and
commander’s intent in a given area of operations (AQ).

Current CA doctrine states that “Support to civil
administration fulfills obligations arising from trea-
ties, agreements or intemational law. The military role
in CA varies with the operational continuum. The
NCA [National Command Authorities] direct support
required by an allied government.”> This support to
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Current CA doctrine states that
“Support to civil administration fulfills
obligations arising from treaties, agreements or
international law. The military role in CA varies
with the operational continuum. The NCA
[National Command Authorities] direct support
required by an allied government.”

This support to civil administration takes three
forms: civil assistance, civil administration
in friendly territory and civil administration
in occupied territory.

civil administration takes three forms: civil assistance,
civil administration in friendly territory and civil admin-
istration in occupied territory.

The crucial difference between CMO and support
to civil administration is as follows:

e In CMO, CA units directly support the mili-
tary commander, even though civilians and civil or-
ganizations may benefit from such support.

e In support to civil administration, CA units di-
rectly support civil organizations, even though the
military commander may benefit from that support.

The support to civil administration mission relies
heavily on the civilian skills of US Army Reserve
(USAR) CA soldiers, much more so than the CMO
mission. Indeed, support to civil administration
proclaims that “most CA operations require specific
civilian skills that the RC [Reserve Components]
can best maintain.”® This assumption is fundamen-
tal to the mix of CA forces, 97 percent of which are
in the USAR.

From my standpoint, way too much emphasis is
placed on support to civil administration and the corol-
lary assumption that most CA operations require civil-
ian skills. Most CA operations should involve
CMO, not support to civil administration. This is
true across the spectrum of conflict, even in peace
operations. CA support to civil administration is a
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major source of “mission creep,” and occurs because:

e Some Active Component (AC) commanders
do not understand what CA units can and should
do to support them.

e CA doctrine overemphasizes support to civil
administration and the importance of civilian skills.

o USAR CA commanders are overeager to “get
into the ball game,” and support to civil adminis-
tration is the way to do it.

TheChanged CALandscape

The current concept of CA support to civil admin-
istration evolved from World War II military govern-
ment operations and the immediate postwar period.

The USAID mission is foreign
development, primarily economic development.
To this end, USAID is active in assisting and
advising foreign governments, principally
in economic matters but also in establishing
democratic government institutions,
overseeing the delivery of HA, establishing
educational and health services and other
developmental activities.

CA forces were created to help govern occupied
Germany.* To accomplish this mission, the Army
recruited CA officers directly from the civilian
population to take advantage of their unique skills.

In Post-World War II Germany, military com-
mander General Dwight D. Eisenhower had complete
and express executive, legislative and judicial power.’
Support to civil administration was his explicit mission
and CA soldiers with civilian skills were indispensable
in facilitating mission accomplishment. This is a criti-
cal point because there were no civilian organizations
on the ground capable of performing that mission.
These factors are the sine qua non of support to civil
administration.

Since World War II, the Army has had only one
similar mission in which both of those two critical fac-
tors arguably existed: the restoration of Kuwait follow-
ing Operation Desert Storm.° In every other mission,
at least one of the factors has been absent. Likewise,
CA’s role should have been to support the commander
in the theater of operations through CMO.

The CA landscape has changed dramatically since
World War II. Perhaps the biggest changes are the
advent of the US Agency for International Develop-
ment (USAID), the increased involvement of other
governmental agencies in foreign development and
assistance, and the proliferation of private voluntary
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organizations (PVOs) and international organizations
such as the UN and its plethora of agencies.

The USAID mission is foreign development, prima-
rily economic development. To this end, USAID is ac-
tive in assisting and advising foreign governments,
principally in economic matters but also in establish-
ing democratic government institutions, overseeing the
delivery of HA, establishing educational and health
services and other developmental activities.” This mis-
sion overlaps significantly with CA units” support to
civil administration capabilities. As but one illustration,
USAID education specialists help the governments of
developing nations establish and maintain educational
programs—a similar mission of CA public education
teams®

Other US government agency missions also over-
lap the CA units’ capabilities. For instance, the Jus-
tice Department’s International Criminal Investigative
Training and Assistance Program’s mission is very
similar to a CA public safety team’s. The missions of
UN agencies, such as the UN High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR) and the World Health Organiza-
tion, overlap the capabilities of the CA dislocated ci-
vilians and public health teams. The goals of hundreds
of PVOs also overlap with CA support to civil admin-
istration missions.

CAinPeace Operations

Support to civil administration is a necessary mis-
sion and CA forces must have the capability to perform
it. Even in the absence of an express mission to pro-
vide it, some support may be necessary to “promote
mission legitimacy and enhance military effective-
ness”—to “win the hearts and minds™ of the populace.

But the changed CA landscape has reduced the ne-
cessity for CA units to routinely provide broad support
to civil administration, in both combat and peace op-
erations. Today, providing support to civil administra-
tion without an express mission to do so should be un-
dertaken only after careful deliberation, and CA units
should avoid usurping the province of civilian organi-
zations in the AO. Otherwise, CA causes “‘mission
creep” and involves the Army unnecessarily in civil-
ian business. In peace operations, as in combat, the CA
focus should be on CMO.

CA mission creep caused by unnecessary support to
civil administration and the overlap between CA capa-
bilities and the missions of civil organizations were
readily apparent in Operation Joint Endeavor/Joint
Guard in Bosnia. The initial military mission there was
to enforce the military provisions of the peace treaty
among the factions.” This is a peace enforcement (PE)
mission, with perhaps some peacekeeping aspects—
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A 1st Infantry Division
(Mech) soldier checks
identification cards at
a military checkpoint as
part of ongoing CMO
in Bosnia.
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CA miission creep caused by unnecessary support to civil administration and
the overlap between CA capabilities and the missions of civil organizations were readily apparent
in Operation Joint Endeavor/Joint Guard in Bosnia. The initial military mission there was to
enforce the military provisions of the peace treaty among the factions. This is a peace enforcement
mission, with perhaps some peacekeeping aspects—separating the warring factions and
supervising the truce implementation.

separating the warring factions and supervising the
truce implementation.'

Many CA units in-theater, especially at the corps and
theater levels, are engaged in the PE support mission
as well as, in their own words, “rebuilding Bosnia.”
The CA command headquarters in Bosnia has de-
scribed the “stated” mission in Bosnia as “identify|ing]
the needs and projects for rebuilding of civil infrastruc-
ture and institutions [and to] coordinate with interna-
tional organizations, nongovernment organizations
(NGOs) and humanitarian agencies to obtain necessary
materials, money and manpower to meet these
needs.”™ A curious omission in this mission statement
is any mention of support to the military commander.
In short, CA forces have described their mission as
support to civil administration.

In implementing this mission, the CA force in
Bosnia has “supported” and ““assisted”” many inter-
national and other civilian organizations. Among
others, it has claimed the following successes:

e Supported the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe during the election process.

e Supported the UN International Police Task
Force (IPTF).
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e Supported the UNHCR.

e Implemented civil reconstruction plans.

e Worked with the former warring factions to re-
vise property laws.

e Formed a working group to assess public
health issues and make recommendations for im-
proving the public health infrastructure.

o Assisted the World Bank."”

One must ask why providing all of this support
is necessary. CA units in Bosnia are “rebuilding”
the nation. Yet USAID and other organizations are
also “rebuilding” the nation. USAID, for instance,
is working with Bosnian banks to rebuild the
economy and is financing and supervising contrac-
tors who will begin rebuilding the country’s infra-
structure.”® Compare USAID’s mission in Bosnia
with the CA command’s strikingly similar mission
description.

As another example, the CA support provided to
the IPTF consists of technical assistance and assess-
ments by CA public safety teams, which are de-
signed to “coordinate public safety activities” and
to “advise, assist or supervise local police.”* In
Bosnia, though, this is the IPTF’s mission, not the
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military’s. The same anomaly exists in many other
situations in which CA has undertaken to “support”
and “assist” civil organizations. The efficacy of
using Army assets to advise civilian experts is
doubtful at best.

Perhaps even harder to understand is the manner
in which CA support has been given to civil orga-
nizations in Bosnia. In many cases, CA soldiers ac-
tually have become part of the civilian organizations
they support, wearing civilian clothes and working
directly for their supported organizations, further-
ing the goals of those organizations rather than the
commander’s. In essence, the Army mobilized these

Although civilian organizations in
Huiti received the benefit of CA assistance, that
assistance was provided principally as a means
to support the commander. Thus the provision
of support to humanitarian organizations
was key to the military objective. Indeed, to be
approved, CA nissions “had to contribute
directly to the stability and security of the area or
to military operations or soldier welfare.”

Reservists because of their civilian skills, but instead
of employing them as soldiers, they are employing
them as civilian “augmentees,” allowing them to be-
come part of the civilian organizations they are support-
ing. Thus, defense dollars have been used to fund the
Office of the High Representative (OHR), in which
a CA officer “fills a critical role . . . as the Special
Assistant to the Chief of Staff [of the OHR].™
The incongruity should be self-evident.

Further, their civilian clothing and civilian sur-
roundings sometimes have led CA soldiers actually
to work against the interests of the commander.
For instance, obtaining information from civilian
organizations is vital to the military mission because
information from these organizations often verifies
intelligence reports or even constitutes raw informa-
tion that could be developed into intelligence.
However, these organizations are often reluctant to
share that information directly with the military.
Realizing that their primary mission is not to gather
intelligence and that they must walk a fine line to
maintain credibility with the populace and other
civil organizations, the CA soldiers working directly
in those organizations nonetheless have the means
to obtain valuable information and to share it with
their supported commanders. In many instances,
they have either failed to realize the importance of
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the information or failed to implement systems to
collect and transmit it.'°

In contrast to Operation Joint Endeavor/Joint
Guard, Operation Uphold Democracy in Haiti dem-
onstrated more carefully considered employment of
CA assets. The joint task force (JTF) mission in Haiti,
like the mission in Bosnia, was a PE mission—to en-
sure the stability and peace of the region. It was not
nation assistance, a “peacebuilding” mission as de-
fined by US Army Field Manual 100-23, Peace
Operations."

The JTF in Haiti did engage in operations that
supported civilian agencies but only because such
support furthered the command’s mission. The ci-
vilian agencies’ ability to influence the Haitian
people and to continue their work—whether feed-
ing, educating, building or healing—was central to
achieving the US military mission end state—a safe
and secure environment in Haiti.®® The JTF, how-
ever, ensured that all assistance to the civilian popu-
lace flowed through civilian government agencies,
such as the USAID and NGOs and took particular
care not to supplant those organizations.” In so
doing, the JTF ensured that it did not cross the line
between PE and peacebuilding.

Although civilian organizations in Haiti received
the benefit of CA assistance, that assistance was
provided principally as a means to support the com-
mander. Thus the provision of support to humani-
tarian organizations was key to the military objec-
tive. Indeed, to be approved, CA missions “had to
contribute directly to the stability and security of the
area or to military operations or soldier welfare.”>°
There were no CA soldiers in civilian clothes work-
ing inside civilian organizations, and the defense
budget was not used for nation assistance when that
was not the military mission.” Operation Uphold/
Maintain Democracy showed that CA forces can
provide effective support to the commander during
peace operations without involving the military
force unnecessarily in the business of civilian gov-
ernmental and NGOs.

Refocusing the CA Effort

Should the CA mission be to “rebuild Bosnia”
when it is not the supported commander’s mission?
The answer is “no!” CA support in peace opera-
tions is crucial, but the commander, not civil agen-
cies, should be the direct recipient of that support.
In peace operations, CA support to civil adminis-
tration should be undertaken only under carefully
circumscribed conditions, which, in my estimation,
will rarely occur.
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With the creation of USAID and similar organi-
zations 1n other countries, such as the British Over-
seas Development Agency, the UN and its myriad
humanitarian and international agencies, and with the
proliferation of PVOs, support to civil administration
missions have become increasingly unnecessary in
peace operations. In Germany at the end of World
War II and in Kuwait City at the end of Operation
Desert Storm, there were few civilian organizations on
the ground. Either the Army was going to assist the
government or there would be no assistance. In Haiti,
the military was actually the last to arrive on the scene.
UN agencies, USAID and other organizations had been
there for some time when US forces arrived, and PVOs
had been operating there for years.>

This is not to say that, in operations like Joint En-
deavor/Joint Guard, CA should not provide some
support to civilian organizations. Rather, “Civil and
military leaders must understand that strict adher-
ence solely to overseeing the military provisions of
the peace agreement [in Bosnia] is short-sighted
and actually could prolong the need for an outside
military presence.” Indeed, the peace treaty itself
gives the military the mission “to assist the UNHCR
and other international organizations in their hu-
manitarian missions” in the former Yugoslavia.*
However, this mission is not a license to perform
support to civil administration operations. Such
support should be provided as part of CMO support
to the military commander.

During the buildup prior to the Bosnian national
elections, the Implementation Force ground compo-
nent commander and the Allied Command Europe
Rapid Reaction Corps commander made support
to the elections the corps™ main effort, realizing
that if the elections failed, the military mission
could fail as well. While the identification and re-
furbishment of polling stations was occupying the
majority of the corps commander’s assets, his
corps-level CA assets did not change their focus as
the main effort changed, instead continuing to iden-
tify nation assistance projects that were unrelated to
the elections. Those CA assets—the functional
experts with “hard” civilian skills—could have pro-
vided critical support to the corps commander by
assisting civil authorities in traditional CA areas
such as public communications and public works
and utilities, ensuring that polling stations were fit
for a fall election in the Balkans.

What can be done to ensure that CA assets, es-
pecially USAR CA assets, provide more responsive
and focused support to the commander and do not
become bogged down in providing unnecessary
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CIVIL-MILITARY OPERATIONS

support to civil administration? Several measures
come to mind.

First, CA operations are a command responsibil-
ity. Commanders at all levels must be as familiar with
employing CA assets as they are with employing

CA operations are a command
responsibility. Commanders at all levels must
be as familiar with employing CA assets as they

are with employing engineers or fire support.
Given the increasingly important implications of
civilians on the batflefield and in peace oper-
ations, relying solely on a CA staff officer to
decide how CA can support the commander’s
mission is no longer an option.

engineers or fire support. Given the increasingly im-
portant implications of civilians on the battlefield
and in peace operations, relying solely on a CA
staff officer to decide how CA can support the
commander’s mission is no longer an option.”

As a corollary, commanders must realize that CA
units are not necessarily the optimal force to per-
form every mission with the word “civilian™ in it.
In many peace operations in which Army forces are
not closing with and destroying the enemy—such
as Joint Endeavor/Joint Guard—contact with civil
organizations transcends CA units. All commanders
and units, not just CA soldiers and units, interact rou-
tinely with civilians and civil organizations. Although
liaison with civil organizations is a valid CA mission,
liaison with an international police force may some-
times be a mission more suited for the provost mar-
shal than for the CA public safety team, to ensure
that military police operations are coordinated with
those of the civilian police. Moreover, many civil-
ian organizations do not need CA soldiers’ civilian
skills but require the military skills of AC soldiers
to assist in areas such as training and logistics.

Second, CMO should be recognized as the prin-
cipal CA mission. CA doctrine should be rewrit-
ten to reduce the prominence of the support to civil
administration mission. Although support to civil
administration is a mission that USAR CA units
must be capable of performing, that capability is
required much more infrequently than the capabil-
ity to perform CMO.

Third, the USAR CA community must tout its
civilian skills less and concentrate more on improving
the ability of its officers to mesh seamlessly with
their AC counterparts. Staff skills are as important as
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CMO should be recognized as the
principal CA mission. CA doctrine should be
rewritten to reduce the prominence of the
support to civil administration mission. Al-
though support to civil administration is a
mission that USAR CA units must be capable
of performing, that capability is required much
more infrequently than the capability to
perform CMO.

civilian skills, if not more so, to a CA officer who ends
up on the staff of the supported commander. A CA
officer who is a first-rate economist but who has
trouble deciphering operation orders will not be
able to provide optimum CA support to the com-
mander—especially when there is no immediate re-
quirement for his economic skills because the mis-
sion is CMO, not support to civil administration
In sum, senior CA commanders must stop see-
ing a nation assistance mission behind every door,
and their supported commanders must be skeptical
when their CA commanders see one. USAR CA
commanders have a duty to the Army, the taxpayer
and their soldiers to stand up and say: “There is

no support to civil administration mission in this op-
eration plan. Therefore, we do not need an entire
CA command headquarters, with all of its civilian
skills, to accomplish the CA mission. What you
need is a competent core of staff officers to form
your CA staff section, and militarily proficient CA
generalists to support your battalions and brigades
on the ground and to conduct liaison with the ci-
vilian organizations already in place and providing
assistance to the populace.”

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Opera-
tions and Low-Intensity Conflict H. Allen Holmes
stated in June 1996 “that peace operations have a
civil dimension, that civil objectives are separate
from military objectives and that there is a need for
coordination between civilian and military oper-
ations, especially as we transition from a military
to civilian operation.”?® CA soldiers are key to the
coordination between civil and military operations,
but they must recognize the distinction between
them. To cross the line between civil and mili-
tary operations is to cease providing support to the
military commander. When CA soldiers no longer
support the military commander, they might as well
be hired as civilians by whichever agency needs
them. MR
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